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DETERMINING RISK EXPOSURE AND
AVOIDING FRAUD USING A COLLECTION
OF TERMS

CROSS REFERENCE TO OTHER
APPLICATIONS

This application claims priority to U.S. Provisional Patent
Application No. 61/597,972 entitled PROTECTING COM-
PUTER AND OTHER DEVICE USERS filed Feb. 13, 2012
which is incorporated herein by reference for all purposes.

This application also claims priority to U.S. Provisional
Patent Application No. 61/729,991 entitled DETERMINING
RISK EXPOSURE AND AVOIDING FRAUD filed Nov. 26,
2012 which is incorporated herein by reference for all pur-
poses.

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION

Individuals increasingly use electronic mail to communi-
cate with one another for personal and business reasons.
Unfortunately, unscrupulous individuals can use electronic
mail for nefarious purposes, such as to send unwanted adver-
tising email (e.g., SPAM) and perpetrate fraud against vic-
tims. Existing techniques for protecting legitimate email
users generally rely on the blacklisting of certain terms (e.g.,
“porn”), where the presence of a blacklisted term in a mes-
sage automatically results in the classification of the message
as SPAM. Such techniques can be readily defeated by the
unscrupulous individual. As one example, the unscrupulous
individual may use terms that a human would recognize, such
as “pOrn” or “p.o.r.n,” but might not appear on a blacklist.
More sophisticated approaches are also being undertaken by
unscrupulous individuals to defeat blacklisting and other pro-
tections. There therefore exists an ongoing need to protect
against the victimization of legitimate email users.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

Various embodiments of the invention are disclosed in the
following detailed description and the accompanying draw-
ings.

FIG. 1 illustrates an embodiment of an environment in
which users of computer and other device are protected from
communications sent by unscrupulous entities.

FIG. 2 depicts an embodiment of a communication classi-
fication platform.

FIG. 3 depicts an example of a set of score thresholds used
in an embodiment of a tertiary communication classification
system.

FIG. 4 illustrates an embodiment of a process for classify-
ing communications.

FIG. 5A illustrates an example of an electronic communi-
cation.

FIG. 5B illustrates an example of an interface for classify-
ing an electronic communication.

FIG. 6 depicts an example of a review performed by mul-
tiple reviewers.

FIG. 7A depicts an example of a collection of terms.

FIG. 7B shows an example of a fraudulent message that
would be detected based on the collection of terms depicted in
FIG. 7A.

FIG. 8 illustrates an embodiment of a process for classify-
ing communications.

FIG. 9 illustrates an example of an interface configured to
receive feedback usable to create collections of terms.
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2

FIG. 10 illustrates an example of such a sequence of mes-
sages.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION

The invention can be implemented in numerous ways,
including as a process; an apparatus; a system; a composition
of matter; a computer program product embodied on a com-
puter readable storage medium; and/or a processor, such as a
processor configured to execute instructions stored on and/or
provided by a memory coupled to the processor. In this speci-
fication, these implementations, or any other form that the
invention may take, may be referred to as techniques. In
general, the order of the steps of disclosed processes may be
altered within the scope of the invention. Unless stated oth-
erwise, a component such as a processor or a memory
described as being configured to perform a task may be imple-
mented as a general component that is temporarily configured
to perform the task at a given time or a specific component
that is manufactured to perform the task. As used herein, the
term ‘processor’ refers to one or more devices, circuits, and/or
processing cores configured to process data, such as computer
program instructions.

A detailed description of one or more embodiments of the
invention is provided below along with accompanying figures
that illustrate the principles of the invention. The invention is
described in connection with such embodiments, but the
invention is not limited to any embodiment. The scope of the
invention is limited only by the claims and the invention
encompasses numerous alternatives, modifications and
equivalents. Numerous specific details are set forth in the
following description in order to provide a thorough under-
standing of the invention. These details are provided for the
purpose of example and the invention may be practiced
according to the claims without some or all of these specific
details. For the purpose of clarity, technical material that is
known in the technical fields related to the invention has not
been described in detail so that the invention is not unneces-
sarily obscured.

FIG. 1 illustrates an embodiment of an environment in
which users of computer and other devices are protected from
communications sent by unscrupulous entities. In the envi-
ronment shown, a user of client device 102 (hereinafter
referred to as “Alice”) has an email account provided by web
mail service provider 112. Alice visits provider 112°s website
with her computer (via one or more networks/network types,
depicted collectively in FIG. 1 as a single network cloud 110)
to read and write email. Alice also accesses her email account
via mobile phone 104. A user of client device 106 (hereinafter
referred to as “Bob”) has an email account provided by his
employer (i.e., hosted by corporate mail server 114) and also
has an account with provider 112.

A nefarious individual (hereinafter referred to as “Char-
lie””) uses client device 108 to perpetrate fraud on unsuspect-
ing victims. In particular, Charlie is a member of a criminal
organization that engages in a variety of email scams. One
example scam is a “Nigerian scam” (also referred to herein as
a 419 scam”), in which criminals contact unsuspecting Inter-
net users with offers, requests, or opportunities for relation-
ships, with the goal of requesting money from the victims—
whether within the initial contact email, but also potentially at
a future point (e.g., after multiple communications have been
exchanged). Nigerian scams are believed to have originated
in Nigeria (hence the name), but are now practiced from many
places in the world.

While in principle anybody could fall victim to a419 scam,
some Internet users are more prone to such scams than others,
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and many are repeat victims. A particular individual may be
the victim of such a scam due to having a personality or needs
that make him/her particularly vulnerable to the scam (e.g., an
older person living alone). The individual may also be the
victim of the scam due to poor security practices by which
these users unwittingly invite abuse by sharing their contact
information in a way that allows scammers to find it. Further-
more, the names and contact information of these victims
may be sold to other scammers, or reused by a successful
scammer, due to the high probability of re-victimization.

A 419 scam tends to rely to a larger extent than other scams
on social engineering. In contrast to typical SPAM messages
which may contain readily blacklistable terms like “porn,”
one of the reasons that a 419 scam message is successful at
tricking victims is because it appears to be a legitimate con-
versational message. Terms frequently present in a 419 scam
message, such as “dollars” or “account” are also very preva-
lent in legitimate email. Further, people who are about to fall
for a 419 scam may be unwilling to believe that they are being
tricked, because they want to believe in the message that the
scammer provides them. This makes it difficult for friends
and family to help protect victims, as the victims do not
believe they are being victimized. The degree of possible
customization of scam messages makes it particularly diffi-
cult for existing email filters to provide sufficient protection,
as evidenced by the ongoing success of such scams.

Described herein are techniques for protecting vulnerable
users from malicious entities such as Charlie. In particular, as
will be described in more detail below, communications are
examined and classified by a classification platform 200,
which can be operated as a single, standalone device, and can
also be at least partially incorporated into a variety of the
components shown in FIG. 1.

In addition to protecting against 419 scams, a wide array of
other structurally related abuses, such as forms of cyber bul-
lying, abuse by sexual predators, and in general, receipt of
inappropriate or threatening information or messages, can be
protected against. As will be described in more detail below,
depending on the nature of the problems typically facing a
given vulnerable user, and the severity of these problems,
different configurations can be selected. As one example,
platform 200 can determine the extent to which different
abuses are covered by different parameter choices for a given
user after reviewing some email traffic to and from the user in
question, by running for a period of time, and/or by statistical
methods that compare the user to similar users using the
technology. It is possible to start with one configuration and
change to another configuration if the first one is not appro-
priate, whether, e.g., because it is believed to remove desired
communications or because it fails to remove communication
that is a risk to the vulnerable user. This can be determined
among other things from direct feedback from the protected
vulnerable user; by manual or automatic scrutiny of quaran-
tined messages, where it is determined what portion of this
traffic was legitimate; and/or by scrutiny of the contents and
quantity of the mail that is identified as bad. This provides an
opportunity to change the settings over time to make them
more appropriate for a given protected user, or to adopt the
protection features to a changing problem, as the circum-
stances and exposure of the protected user change.

The techniques described herein can be incorporated into a
variety of systems, in a variety of ways, and in various com-
binations. For example, Alice’s web browser (e.g., on client
102 or client 104) can be configured to use a plugin whenever
she accesses mail service 112. The plugin can be configured
to perform at least some of the techniques described herein as
being performed by platform 200. As another example, a
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client-side filter can be included on client device 106 and
configured to scan/filter all, or a portion of the incoming/
outgoing traffic of the device (e.g., traffic between corporate
mail service 114 and/or web mail service 112, irrespective of
what type of mail client is used by Bob to access his mail). In
yet other embodiments, a regular mail client (e.g., Microsoft
Outlook) is modified to support at least some of the tech-
niques described herein.

The techniques herein can also be provided by service
providers (e.g., operating embodiments of platform 200 or
configuring their infrastructure to cooperate with embodi-
ments of platform 200). For example, Alice’s ISP, web mail
service 112, and corporate mail service 114 can each/all
provide services in accordance with the techniques described
herein. In particular, existing infrastructure provided by the
service provider(s) can be adapted to provide at least some of
the services described herein, or such services can be pro-
vided by one or more separate modules. For example, at least
aportion of the functionality of platform 200 can be provided
as a gateway (e.g., such that all of the mail of an enterprise is
filtered by such a gateway as it arrives/is downloaded). As
another example, the functionality of platform 200 can be
provided at least partially by a milter (e.g., such that some
portion of message processing is performed for free on behalf
of'an ISP, and any usage above that portion is charged to the
ISP based on a contractual agreement). As yet another
example, such services can be provided by proxies. The prox-
ies can be controlled by the service providers (e.g., on pre-
mises), and can also be provided by a third party as an external
service to the service provider. Service providers may opt to
provide the services described herein to all users, and can also
provide the services on a per-user basis. As one example,
Alice could choose to “opt-in”to having web mail service 112
provide her with protections, while Bob could choose to forgo
having web mail service 112 provide him with protection. As
another example, Alice’s ISP might automatically enroll her
in protection services (e.g., based on her age or other demo-
graphic information indicative of her being particularly vul-
nerable, or based on any prior history of Alice having been
victimized in an email scam). Bob, having different charac-
teristics, would not automatically be enrolled (but could
nonetheless be offered the ability to opt-in).

In some embodiments, a proxy 116 performs scanning/
filtering services on behalf of users as a third party subscrip-
tion service. For example, Alice’s daughter “Eve” can pur-
chase a subscription on behalf of her mother, Alice, or Alice
might purchase a subscription for herself. As another
example, Bob can purchase a subscription for himself, or his
employer might subsidize the subscription on his behalf. The
proxy is configured with the user name(s) and password(s) or
other credentials for the email accounts to be protected. The
usernames/credentials can be collected in a variety of ways.
As one example, the user (e.g., Alice) can be explicitly asked
to provide them. As another example, the information can be
automatically collected on her behalf. The proxy can then
access the account(s) periodically, or screen and filter traffic
as it is being sent to and from the subscribed user.

In situations such as where services are provided by a third
party (e.g., protections for Alice’s account with web mail
service 112 are provided by third party proxy 116), a filter can
be used in order to avoid polling the email service provider
(e.g., service 112) too often, which could be considered abu-
sive/disruptive to the operation of service 112. One way to
provide such filter services is by changing the DNS lookup
tables associated with the client device, and thereby causing
all traffic to be filtered by the proxy as it is being downloaded
from web mail service 112 to the client device. Another
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approach is to augment the access functionality on the client
device so that proxy 116 is notified when the client device
attempts to access the account. As it is being notified, it
performs the filtering activity. In yet other embodiments,
proxy 116 provides a middleware component to device 102,
where the middleware component catches calls made by the
mail reader program (or browser) residing on the client device
and then initiates a call to the web mail service 112. In yet
other embodiments, the proxy mimics a client device that is
constantly logged in and is polling for updates at a frequent
but reasonable rate, such as once every minute.

In various embodiments, combinations of the components
described above are used. For example, Alice can be protected
both by a plugin or executable installed on client device 102,
and one or more external protection services (e.g., offered by
her ISP, by proxy 116, or by web mail service 112). In this
scenario, Alice will be protected both when she uses her client
computer 102 to read her mail, and also when she checks her
mail in other places, such as at a library terminal or hotel
kiosk. Finally, while the techniques described herein are gen-
erally described in conjunction with evaluating email com-
munications, other forms of communications can also be
monitored/filtered as applicable. For example, instant mes-
saging clients can monitored (whether at the client, via a
proxy, or at a server), and messages being sent to/from the
protected user on such services treated in a similar way as is
described for the emails, as applicable. SMS/MMS messages
are another example of communications that can be screened/
managed using the techniques described herein. Other com-
munication technologies can also be monitored and filtered,
as applicable. For example, automated voice recognition
techniques could be used in conjunction with the screening of
voicemail messages (e.g., in conjunction with a service such
as Google Voice) or calls, and escalation involving human
review could be performed (e.g., with the consent of the
callee).

—Communication Classification Platform—

FIG. 2 depicts an embodiment of a communication classi-
fication platform. As shown in FIG. 2, platform 200 can
comprise a single device, such as standard commercially
available server hardware (e.g., with a multi-core processor,
4+ Gigabytes of RAM, and one or more Gigabit network
interface adapters) and run a typical server-class operating
system (e.g., Linux). Platform 200 can also be implemented
using a scalable, elastic architecture and may comprise sev-
eral distributed components, including components provided
by one or more third parties. As explained above, platform
200 (or portions thereof) can be incorporated into a variety of
different components depicted in the environment of FIG. 1.
As one example, all or portions of platform 200 may be
provided by web mail service 112. As another example, por-
tions of platform 200 may be located on client (or other)
devices, such as client device 102 and portions not located on
the client device may be omitted, or provided by a third party,
as applicable.

In some embodiments, platform 200 includes a database
202 of user profile information. As one example, where proxy
116 implements platform 200, database 202 could include,
for each user of the proxy, the user’s username/password
information for sites that are proxied. Database 202 can also
include information such as the user’s credit card information
(where the proxy is run as a paid service), contact informa-
tion, and any user-specific customizations. Examples of such
customizations include user-specific whitelists (and any con-
textual information used to construct those lists, such as tem-
poral information associated with message exhange), scoring
thresholds, etc., described in more detail below. As another
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example, where client device 102 implements platform 200,
database 202 can be implemented as one or more configura-
tion files specific to the user(s) of the device. Further, in some
embodiments communications for all users are handled the
same way, and database 202 (and/or user-specific profile
information) is omitted, or reduced in scope, as applicable.

In some embodiments, when platform 200 receives a com-
munication for processing, the communication is provided to
quick classifier 204. Header evaluation engine 206 evaluates
any headers associated with the communication. Examples
information evaluated by engine 206 include: the sender/
originator of the communication, the apparent location and IP
address of the sender, and the type of domain used by the
sender. The header evaluation engine can also evaluate cir-
cumstances associated with the communication transmission,
such as the time of day it was received, and whether it appears
to be a first contact with the user, or a subsequence commu-
nication. Content evaluation engine 208 evaluates the content
of the communication. As will be described in more detail
below, examples of content analysis include analysis based
on a “collection of terms” 218 (e.g., a set of terms which,
when occurring in a single communication are indicative of a
particular scam story), and/or analysis based on “indicating
terms” 220 (e.g., individual terms whose presence in a com-
munication are highly indicative of scams). In some embodi-
ments, platform 200 includes a honeypot engine 222 config-
ured to collect fraudulent messages, along with their sender
information, by generating traffic from one or more honeypot
accounts; and collecting and evaluating traffic to such
accounts. The indications of fraudulent activity derived from
these actions can be used to help improve the filtering of
messages received by real users.

In some embodiments, a tertiary classification (e.g., “bad,”
“good,” and “undetermined”) is made based on the performed
evaluations (and, if applicable, taking into account any user-
specific information). Where the result of the evaluation is
“undetermined,” the communication is optionally stored in
repository 210 and provided to detailed classifier 212 for
enhanced processing. In some embodiments, quick classifier
204 is provided by one entity (e.g., is located on device 102 or
provided by an entity such as corporate mail service 114), and
detailed classifier 212 is provided by another entity (e.g., is
provided by a third party operator of platform 200, proxy 116,
an ISP, or other applicable entity).

In various embodiments, quick classifier 204 and detailed
classifier 212 employ different classification techniques. For
example, quick classifier 204 may rely solely on white/black-
lists (e.g., requiring less than one second to process a mes-
sage), while detailed classifier 212 may employ machine
learning or other more sophisticated/resource-intensive auto-
mated review techniques (e.g., requiring two minutes of pro-
cessing per message). As will be described in more detail
below, in some embodiments, detailed classifier 212 makes
use of one or more human reviewers (120-124) instead of or
in addition to performing automated analysis. For example,
review coordination engine 214 can make available a copy of
the communication to one or more human reviewers, who
determine whether the communication should be classified as
“bad” or “good.” The reviewer feedback is provided back to
detailed classifier 212, which uses the information to deter-
mine a final disposition/classification of the message. Insome
embodiments, when a message is sent out for human review,
the conclusion of the human review decides the disposition of
the message. In other embodiments, the human classification
is treated as one factor of a score (e.g., worth 50 points),
discussed in more detail below.
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In some embodiments, the reviewers are assigned reputa-
tion information (e.g., by coordinator 214), which is stored in
reputation database 216. The reviewers can also be compen-
sated for their reviewing efforts, with associated book-keep-
ing being performed by coordinator 214 or another appropri-
ate module. As will be described in more detail below, the
reviewers may comprise a variety of individuals, including
paid employs of the operator of platform 200, other users of
platform 200 (e.g., who perform reviews in exchange for a
discount/rebate on services), a family member (e.g. Eva on
behalf of Alice), and/or members of a third party outsourcing
platform, such as Amazon Mechanical Turk. In some cases,
such as where the human analysis is performed by a trusted
entity within an organization (e.g., amember of the I'T depart-
ment reviewing an email sent to Bob at his work address), the
full text of the message may be provided to the reviewer. In
other embodiments, the message is partially redacted prior to
being provided to a reviewer, also as described in more detail
below.

—Tertiary Classification of Communications—

FIG. 3 depicts an example of a set of score thresholds used
in an embodiment of a tertiary communication classification
system. In some embodiments the set of thresholds is used for
all users of a classification system (e.g., where corporate mail
service 114 uses the same settings for all users). In other
embodiments, the set of thresholds is adjustable on a per-user
or per-user-group basis, either at the request of the user(s) or
based on factors such as an assessment of the vulnerability of
the user/user-group to various communication-based scams/
threats.

In the example shown, a communication that receives a
score (e.g., from quick classifier 204) of less than 60 is deter-
mined to be “good.” A communication that receives a score of
greater than 80 is determined to be “bad.” A communication
that receives a score between those values is determined to be
“undetermined” and flagged for further analysis (e.g., by
detailed classifier 212). In various embodiments, the thresh-
olds are set such that there are no false positives: all emails for
which there is a risk for false positives (i.e., a “bad” email
being classified as a “good” email) are instead classified as
“undetermined” and subjected to additional processing. The
determination ofhow to set the thresholds is a risk assessment
wherein the risks of false positives are weighted against the
risk of false negatives.

Communications that are determined to be “good” (also
referred to herein as “green”) are delivered to their intended
recipient. For example, an email intended for Alice that
receives a score of “10” is ultimately delivered to Alice’s
inbox on web mail service 112. The display of good messages
may also be modified, e.g., so that “good” messages are
colored green or include green elements when rendered.

Communications that are determined to be “bad” (also
referred to herein as “red”) are not delivered, in some embodi-
ments. One reason to not deliver the message at all, if deter-
mined to be bad, is that an unsophisticated user may unwit-
tingly believe the message has been misclassified and fall for
the scam represented by the message. Other handling of
“bad” communications can also be configured. For example,
“bad” messages can be delivered to a special folder, or are
marked as being highly suspicious (e.g., colored bright red
when displayed). In some embodiments, “bad” messages are
delivered to a separate account associated with the user. As
one example, a “bad” message sent by Charlie to
alice@examplewebmail.com (Alice’s email address on ser-
vice 112) could be redirected to
alice.screened@examplewebmail.com. Alice could autho-
rize Eve to access the secondary account (but not her primary
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account) to review and permanently delete any “bad” mes-
sages, and to make sure no false negatives (i.e., “good” com-
munications erroneously classified as “bad”) occur.

As mentioned above, messages that are neither “good” nor
“bad” are flagged as “undetermined” (also referred to as
“yellow”) and subjected to additional processing priorto final
disposition. As needed, the communication is held (e.g., in
repository 210) until a determination is made as to whether
the communication is “good” or “bad.” Additional detail
regarding the additional processing of “undetermined” mes-
sages is provided below.

FIG. 4 illustrates an embodiment of a process for classify-
ing communications.

In some embodiments process 400 is performed by plat-
form 200. The process begins at 402 when an electronic
communication is received. As one example, a communica-
tion is received at 402 when web mail service 112 (which
includes at least some components of platform 200) receives
a message from Charlie addressed to Alice. As another
example, where at least some of the functionality performed
by platform 200 is incorporated into a mail client installed on
Bob’s laptop 106, the mail client could receive a communi-
cation at 402 when Bob’s mail client contacts corporate mail
service 114 to retrieve new mail (e.g., via POP).

At 404, the communication is classified according to a
tertiary classification scheme. As explained above, in some
embodiments, the communication might be definitively clas-
sified as “good” or “bad” by a quick classifier 204. If the
communication is instead determined to be “undetermined”
by the quick classifier, it is provided to detailed classifier 212
for heightened review. In some embodiments, the quick clas-
sifier and the detailed classifier are collocated on a single
platform (e.g., as depicted in FIG. 2). In other embodiments,
the classifiers reside on separate devices and/or may be con-
figured by or under the control of distinct entities. As one
example, a quick classifier could be included in a mail client
resident on phone 104. As the phone has limited computing
and other resources, and messages received on the phone
could be handled by a remote detailed classifier (e.g., pro-
vided by proxy 116). Further, in some embodiments multiple
detailed classifiers are employed, and/or multiple rounds of
enhanced scrutiny are applied to messages that are not clearly
“good” or “bad.”” As one example, where detailed classifier
cannot definitively determine whether a message is “good” or
“bad,” the message can be provided to one or more amateur
human reviewers (e.g., members of the public who have
agreed to help review messages). [fthe amateur reviewers are
similarly unable to determine/agree that a given message is
“good” or “bad,” the message can be provided to professional
reviewers (e.g., employees of the owner of platform 200 or
paid contractors). Protected users/subscribers can also poten-
tially act as reviewers (whether for themselves or others). For
example, if a sufficient number of protected users report a
received message as “spam,” the message would be consid-
ered “bad,” and/or would cause the message to be provided to
be given to amateur or professional reviewers to classify.

The classification performed at 404 can be based on a
numerical score (e.g., using numerical thresholds such as are
depicted in FIG. 3). The classification performed at 404 can
also be based on a set of rules. Examples of both approaches
to classification are given below, and will draw from the
following list of example considerations:

1. “collection of terms”™—The co-occurrence of certain
terms from separate domains in a message can be indicative
of'a fraudulent message that corresponds to a particular scam
scenario (described in more detail below). As one example, a
message that contains the term “MCTN” (a term specific to
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Western Union) and also the term “Google Wallet” is indica-
tive of fraud. Scammers frequently offer to send fake Google
Wallet payments and request money back using Western
Union. The two terms are extraordinarily unlikely to co-occur
in a legitimate email discussion. However, a term such as
“Google Wallet,” by itself, could be prevalent in legitimate
emails; a blanket blacklisting of the term is likely to result in
far too many false positives (flagging legitimate messages as
scam messages) to be tolerated by users being protected. The
presence of a collection of terms in a message almost cer-
tainly indicates the message is fraudulent. Another example
collection of terms is: “Internet Lottery,” “your email has
won,” “congratulations,” and “million dollars.”” The last term,
“million dollars™ is also considered present in a message if
any so-called equivalent terms are present; such terms may
consist of a list “millions dollars”, “million pounds”, and
“several millions.”

2. “indicating terms”—Terms that are statistically com-
mon in scam communications and uncommon in legitimate
communications. “Internet” and “your name” are not indicat-
ing terms, as they are very prevalent in legitimate communi-
cations. “Abacha,” however, is virtually absent from legiti-
mate  communications but prevalent in  scam
communications. Additional examples of “indicating terms”
include “modalities,” “no risk,” “($*,000,000)” where *
denotes an arbitrary value. The absence of any indicating
terms in a message almost certainly indicates that the mes-
sage is benign.

3. “friendly email”—A user-specific whitelist of email
addresses. In some embodiments, the user or an administrator
provides the whitelist. In other embodiments, the whitelist is
constructed based on an observation (e.g., by platform 200) of
communications. As one example, once a protected user has
exchanged more than a threshold number of emails with
someone at a given email address, over a threshold period of
time (e.g., ten emails over the course of two weeks), then the
address could be designated as a friendly email.

4. “friendly location”—A user-specific geolocation of
friendly emails (or other identifier of a communication’s ori-
gin). In some embodiments, the geolocations associated with
email addresses that are considered to be friendly (e.g., per
above) are designated as “friendly” after threshold require-
ments are met. As one example, if Alice has a friend in Paris,
France, with whom she routinely communicates, that friend
would eventually be added to the “friendly email list”” The
geolocation of “Paris, France” could then be added as a
friendly location (e.g., after Alice has exchanged more than
twenty messages with her Parisian friend, over a period of at
least one month). In some embodiments, a freshness test is
employed, so that a location only remains friendly so long as
the threshold amount of communication continues to be
exchanged (or some other “maintenance” level of communi-
cation). An example of a way the likely approximate location
of the sender can be determined is by review of the routing
path, which is always available to a receiving ISP, and com-
monly available to the final recipient.

The geolocations designated as “friendly” can take a vari-
ety of forms, ranging from specific IP blocks/subnets (e.g.,
indicative of the particular French ISP used by Alice’s friend),
to political boundaries such as neighborhoods/ZIP codes/
cities/counties/states/countries, or arbitrary designations
such as “within a 20 mile radius™ of a given location. The
classification can also be performed by determining if the IP
is not in a given range, e.g., “any not originating in Denmark”
is not friendly.

Alice might visit her friend (and make new friends) or
otherwise legitimately begin communicating with others in
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Paris. Such communications are much less likely to be
fraudulent/take advantage of Alice than communications
originating from a geolocation with which she’s not previ-
ously had contact (e.g., Spain or Ghana). A variety of rules
can be used to govern whether/when a friendly location is
added. For example, if Alice’s Parisian friend visits China for
a week, and sends a handful of emails to Alice, platform 200
will not automatically add the country of China to Alice’s
friendly location list. One way to ensure China is not added is
to require a threshold number of additional “friendly email”
addresses in a given region before adding a region, and/or
connecting the number of friendly emails to the footprint of
the associated geolocation (e.g., requiring Alice to receive
mail on a regular basis from three people in a given state or
country before adding the entire state/country).

In some embodiments, friendly languages are determined,
and may, for example, correspond to the languages spoken in
the friendly locations. Thus, if a language used in the message
is either on a particular list of languages, or is not on a list of
on a list of particular languages, then this can be used as a
factor to cause the email to be identified as good, suspect, or
bad. Rules can also be combined, describing scenarios such
as: “All email from outside Scandinavia is considered sus-
pect, except email from Britain if the language is Swedish and
there are no indicating terms in the email” A variety of
approaches can be used to assess messages according to such
rules. For example, services such as Google translate can be
used; comparisons of message contents to word lists of dif-
ferent languages can be performed; and/or the encoding of the
message and the associated language character table can be
identified. Most computers use UTF (8,16) to display con-
tents. In the case of HTML pages, the page typically has a
metatag that indicates the encoding of the page, and if the
characters are from a certain part of the coding table that
shows the language of the page.

While it may seem unnecessarily restrictive to block traffic
from entire subnets, countries or even continents, or likewise
to block traffic in certain languages, there are many users to
whom the Internet poses greater threats than benefits unless
drastic limitations of freedom are made. Thus, to such users,
or to concerned family members, it may be desirable/reason-
able to block traffic from all countries where the protected
user does not have any friends, family or business partners, or
conversely, to only admit traffic from whitelisted locations.
The importance of a given factor, including friendly location,
can be determined by weights associated with the rules; also,
for some users, only a subset of the rules need be active or
configured.

5. “suspect location”—A listing of VPN proxy addresses,
Tor exit nodes, zombie/bot nodes, and other known-bad send-
ing locations that is not user-specific. As one example, if a
particular ISP in Ghana is known for originating a great deal
of'scam messages, that ISP could be designated as a “suspect
location” And, paths can also be used, e.g., any web email
originating in Ghana, or originating in Spain.

6. “undisclosed location”—A listing of webmail providers
that is not user-specific, and a location that resolves to a VPN,
known bot node, or similar problematic location.

7. “global friendly senders™—A listing of well-known,
benign electronic commerce and other service providers that
is not user-specific.

8. “spoof”—Messages sent to “undisclosed recipients”
and/or other indicators of sender spoofing. Additional
examples include: (1) comparing the originating IP address
with the domain; (2) identifying suspect IP addresses on the
path of the message; (3) identifying an unusual number of
hops; (4) identifying previously identified bad IP addresses in
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long headers; (5) email contents being misaligned with the
domain appearing to have originated the message; (6) email
contents being misaligned with the IP addresses on the path of
the message; and/or (7) the email has a sufficiently different
reply-to address from the apparent sender address, or (8) the
email has a sufficiently different reply-address from both the
apparent sender address and the originating domain.

Example
Numerical Scoring

Each of the above eight example considerations is associ-
ated with a number of points. The following is one example of
how points could be assigned:

(collection of terms fires): 65 points

(indicating terms fires): 10 points

not (friendly email): 25 points

not (friendly location): 25 points

(suspect location): 30 points

(undisclosed location): 10 points

(global friendly sender): =20 points (this value is negative,
indicating that the presence of the condition being true is
indicative of a “good” message)

(spoof): 50 points

For a given communication, the points are summed, and
compared to thresholds. Below are two examples of thresh-
olds, one set for Alice (e.g., by Eve) and one set for Bob (e.g.,
by his employer):

Alice:

<15 points—green

>50 points—red

otherwise yellow

Bob:

<25 points—green

>60 points—red

otherwise yellow

Example

Rule-Based

Various rules involving the eight example considerations
can be defined and associated with tertiary classifications.
The following are two examples of how rules can be speci-
fied—again, with Alice’s rules being more strict against
potential scam, and Bob’s being more lax:

Alice:

RED if:

(Collection of terms fires), or

Spoof, or

no color determined and (not friendly location) and (not
friendly email) and (not global friendly senders) and
(indicating terms), or

no color determined and ((undisclosed location) or (sus-
pect location)) and (indicating terms fires)

GREEN if:

no color determined and (friendly email) or (global
friendly senders), or

no color determined and (friendly location) and not (in-
dicating terms fires)

YELLOW otherwise.

Bob:

RED if:

(Collection of terms fires), or
Spoof
GREEN if:
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no color determined and (friendly email) or (global
friendly senders), or

no color determined and (friendly location) and not (in-
dicating terms fires), or

no color determined and (friendly location), or

no color determined and (friendly location) and not (in-
dicating terms fires)

YELLOW if:

no color determined and (not friendly location) and (not
friendly email) and (not global friendly senders) and
(indicating terms), or

no color determined and ((undisclosed location) or (sus-
pect location)) and (indicating terms fires), or

[otherwise doesn’t match any rules].

The rules for what is red, green, and yellow are config-
urable on a per-case basis and an administrator can select and
configure these rules. Conflict between rules can be managed
by a pessimistic approach (if any indicator says it is red, then
it is red); using a threshold (if at least X indicators say it is red,
then it is red); or with exceptions (it is not red if it is on the
whitelist, otherwise if any indicator says it is bad then it is
red.) These different approaches carry different risks of false
positives, where the risk for false positives would be higher
for the pessimistic approach than it would be for the other
described approaches. Yet other more flexible policies for
determining how to manage conflicts can also be used; such
as by having each rule associate a score to each message and
each rule being associated with a weight, allowing an aggre-
gated weight to be computed and compared to a threshold
value, which can be a scalar or a vector element.

FIG. 5A illustrates an example of an electronic communi-
cation. In particular, message 500 is an example of a fraudu-
lent email message that Charlie has attempted to send to
Alice. Inthis example, Charlie has previously contacted Alice
(e.g., letting her know she has won a prize and asking for her
address to determine which prize she has won), and Alice has
responded (e.g., with her address). In practice, Charlie’s
original message, and/or the concatenation of the exchanges
between Charlie and Alice would have been classified by
quick classifier 204 as “bad” (e.g., based on the “collection of
terms” technique described below). However, for purposes of
this example, suppose that quick classifier 204 has classified
message 500 as “undetermined.” The message is provided to
detailed classifier 212 for further analysis. As mentioned
above, in some embodiments, detailed classifier 212 is con-
figured to leverage the assistance of human reviewers in
determining whether an undetermined message should be
definitively classified as good or bad. Detailed classifier 212
provides the message to review coordinator 214 which
redacts the message as applicable, and provides the redacted
message to one or more human reviewers. In particular, per-
sonally identifiable information, such as contact information
associated with the protected user (i.e., potential victim
recipient) is redacted. In some embodiments, other process-
ing is also performed prior to providing the message to a
reviewer for review. For example, terms commonly used by
scammers can be highlighted, and path information made
easier to understand, as described in more detail below. Such
processing can be performed based on parsing of the text (or
optical character recognition (OCR) of images, followed by
parsing of the resulting text); comparisons to known person-
ally identifiable information (PII) terms/formats (e.g., com-
mon first names; recognition of phone numbers; recognition
of addresses); and comparison to known terms commonly
used by fraudsters, but not as commonly used in non-fraudu-
lent messages (described in more detail below). In some
scams, messages are included as attachments, and/or links
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included in the email (or, e.g., an SMS) direct victims to a
website that includes an image of text. Processing can further
include examining attachments, and detecting and following
such links, and OCR'ing/parsing the obtained content as
applicable.

FIG. 5B illustrates an example of an interface for classify-
ing an electronic communication. The example shown is an
embodiment of an interface shown to a reviewer, such as
reviewer 120. The interface can be provided in a variety of
ways. As one example, platform 200 may provide a web
interface/portal which reviewers can access, log into, and
then select an option to “start reviewing” As another
example, e.g., where Eve is reviewing Alice’s messages, Eve
may receive an email or other alert, letting her know that new
mail which requires review has arrived for Alice, and asking
Eve to access an interface provided by platform 200. In yet
other embodiments, the interface is provided as a tablet or
other mobile device app, allowing reviewers to review mes-
sages in a custom interface.

In interface 550, Alice’s email address 502 has been
redacted (552). The sender’s email address 504 is underlined
(554) to indicate that the sender is involved in other messages,
which the reviewer can access by clicking on region 554.
Subject line 506 is shown in the redacted version of the
message (556). The path of the message 508 is textually
and/or visually clarified/simplified. For example, the IP
address information is replaced with a geographic location
and an indication that it may be spoofed (558). Other tech-
niques for simplifying location information can also be pro-
vided, such as by showing country information on a map
when the reviewer hovers a mouse pointer over region 558.

Alice’s name 510 is identified as a personal name and
removed (560), as is component 512 (562), which is identified
as an address. In some embodiments, instead of blacking out
the personal information, the information is placed with an
indicator of what has been removed, e.g. “NAME” in region
560 and “ADDRESS” in region 562. Where reviewer coordi-
nator 214 is unable to definitively determine whether a por-
tion of the message should be redacted, the label over the
redacted portion can indicate as such, e.g., “PROBABLY AN
ADDRESS” Elements of the remaining text commonly asso-
ciated with scams are highlighted for the reviewer’s conve-
nience (564-568).

In region 570, the reviewer is asked to make a determina-
tion of how the message should be classified, by clicking on
one of buttons 572, 574, or 576. The result of a button press is
received by review coordinator 214, which collects the feed-
back from any additional reviewers who have been asked to
review the message. In some embodiments, a feedback field
or other mechanism is included in the interface so that the
reviewer can provide feedback on why the message was clas-
sified. As one example, the reviewer could explain what rea-
sons led the reviewer to be “not sure” about the message, to
help a subsequent reviewer come to a definitive decision.

In some embodiments, the results of other filter rules are
indicated in the image shown to the reviewer, to assist the
reviewer in assessing the message. For example, where the
sender location is friendly, that information could be provided
at the top of the interface, or inline (e.g., next to region 554).
As another example, information such as “UK proxy” or
“unknown ISP” can be included in region 558.

In some embodiments, a single definitive (i.e., “good” or
“bad” designation, but not “not sure” designation) classifica-
tion by a reviewer is sufficient to classify the message. This
may be the case, for example, where a relative of the protected
user is performing the review (i.e., Eve reviewing on behalf of
Alice), or a designated employee is performing the review
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(i.e., a member of Bob’s company’s IT department reviewing
on behalf of Bob). In this scenario, button 574 may be omit-
ted, if applicable. The number of reviewers assigned to review
amessage can also be based on a service level associated with
the protection. For example, platform 200 may offer free
protection services (where only one human reviewer will
resolve undetermined messages) and also offer premium ser-
vices (where multiple reviewers will vote, and/or where the
experience of the reviewers varies based on subscription
level).

Where multiple reviewers are asked to review a message
(e.g., in parallel, as a group), if a sufficient number of review-
ers indicate that a given message is fraudulent by clicking on
the “bad” button 576, then the message is classified as “bad.”
If a sufficiently large number of reviewers select the “good”
button 572, then message is considered good. If a sufficient
number reviewers select option “not sure” 574, in some
embodiments, the classification task is elevated to more expe-
rienced reviewers, e.g., as assessed by the number of cases
they have judged, their reputation, and/or the duration that
they have provided feedback. A variety of approaches can be
used to determine whether the “sufficient” number is reached.
As one example, arule can be specified that the selected group
of reviewers must agree unanimously. As another example, a
rule can be specified that a threshold percentage of the group
must agree. As yet another example, the “votes” of the
reviewers can be weighted by their respective reputation
scores (e.g., stored in database 216). Additional information
regarding reviewer reputations is provided below.

Reputations can be assigned to reviewers in a variety of
ways. As one example, reviewers can be asked to review
training materials and then, upon completion, evaluate a set of
sample messages. A reviewer’s reviewing accuracy with
respect to the sample set can be used to assign a reputation to
the reviewer. In some embodiments, the reputation is binary
(e.g., “trusted” or “not trusted”) or tertiary (e.g., “good
reviewer,” “average reviewer,” “novice reviewer). The repu-
tation can also be a score (e.g., 16/20) or percentile (e.g., 75"
percentile). In some embodiments, novice reviewers are
assigned a starting reputation of 10/100. As they classify
messages, their score is increased or decreased based on
whether other, more experienced reviewers agree with their
assessment. If a novice reviewer’s score reaches a low thresh-
old (e.g., 5/100), the reviewer is warned to do a better job,
and/or prevented from reviewing any more messages, due to
poor performance (e.g., once the reviewer’s score dips below
3/100). Where compensation is awarded (whether in the form
of monetary payment, or additional reputation/other points),
the compensation for a “correct” vote may be evenly distrib-
uted across all reviewers voting correctly, and may also be
distributed according to a formula, e.g., that takes into
account the reviewer’s respective reputation scores, history,
etc.

FIG. 6 depicts an example of a review performed by mul-
tiple reviewers. In the example shown, reviewer A (602) has a
reputation of 46. Reviewer B (604) has a reputation of 72.
Reviewer C (606) has a reputation of 51. Reviewers A and B
have both flagged the message being reviewed as “unsafe”
(i.e., bad). Reviewer C has flagged the message a “safe” (i.e.,
good). One way to determine an assessment of the message is
to sum each of the votes. In the example shown in FIG. 6, such
a score could be computed as 46+72-51 (total 67). Another
way to determine the assessment is to assign one vote to each
reviewer, and then weight the respective votes based on repu-
tation buckets. As one example, a reputation at or above 65
could be accorded a full vote, a reputation between 50 and 65
could be accorded 0.75 votes, and a reputation 50 or below
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could be accorded 0 votes. Votes determined to be correct are
rewarded with heightened reputations, and votes determined
to be incorrect are penalized with lowered reputations. In
some embodiments, a function is used to determine how
much reward or penalty is to be applied. As one example,
reputations may be recomputed daily or weekly, and the total
number of messages reviewed by a reviewer taken into
account considered when adjusting the reputation. As one
example, a reviewer who reviews at least 20 messages in a
week, and gets no more than ten percent wrong, could be
assigned two points of reputation for that week. A reviewer
who gets more than ten percent wrong (irrespective of total
number reviewed) could be penalized by four points.

In various embodiments, reviewers are made aware of the
fact that there are at least some additional reviewers review-
ing the message. Information about the other reviewers, such
as their number and respective reputations, can selectively be
displayed or not displayed (e.g., based on configuration set-
tings made by an administrator). In some embodiments,
reviewers are unaware (or are otherwise not informed) about
whether or not multiple reviewers are examining the message
they are examining

—Collection of Terms—

Overview

As mentioned above, in various embodiments, platform
200 evaluates communications based on the presence of a
“collection of terms.” As explained above, the presence of a
collection of terms in a message almost certainly indicates the
message is fraudulent, and the absence of any indicating
terms in a message almost certainly indicates that the mes-
sage is benign. Accordingly, in some embodiments, evalua-
tion of a communication is performed using a collection of
terms, and a binary classification (i.e., scam or not scam),
score, or other non-tertiary classification scheme is used. In
other embodiments, the presence of a collection of terms in a
communication (and/or absence of indicating terms) is one
factor in tertiary classification.

In some embodiments, quick classifier 204 and detailed
classifier 212 cooperate to perform tertiary classification of
messages. In other embodiments, at least some portion of the
time, the classifiers use a “collection of terms” to classify
communications (e.g., as fraudulent or not) and do not per-
form tertiary classification. In various embodiments, a single
classifier is included in platform 200 (e.g., quick classifier
204 is omitted, and detailed classifier performs any function-
ality otherwise provided by quick classifier 204).

FIG. 7A depicts an example of a collection of terms. In
particular, FIG. 7A provides an outline of a particular form of
scam that is perpetrated by 419 scammers—trying to con-
vince the victim that he or she is entitled to a large sum of
money as an inheritance, and that the money will be provided
as soon as the victim pays a small fee. Although the main
points of the message will be common across all such scam
messages conforming to the “story” the scammer is trying to
trick the victim into believing, the actual wording of the scam
message may vary from message to message (e.g., to thwart
detection, because the message has a particular author with a
distinctive writing style, or because the message was written
in a first language and translated to a second). Further, subtle
variations may occur due to writing problems such as mis-
spellings.

Each row in the collection of terms depicted in FIG. 7A
corresponds to one aspect of the inheritance scam story.
Where multiple terms appear on a given row, the terms are
collectively referred to as an equivalence class—terms that
fulfill the same purpose if used in the story. For example, the
particular scam represented by FIG. 7A typically begins with
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an introduction of either “My name is” (702) or “Tam” (704).
The scam will next invoke a long-lost relative (or their repre-
sentative). Equivalence class terms for this aspect of the story
are shown in region 706. Next, the scam will describe the
large amount of money (in one of three formats shown in
region 708) that can be collected by the victim in one of three
formats. The scam then indicates that all that is required for
the victim to receive the money (e.g., “transfer” 710) is for the
victim to provide banking details (see region 712 for terms).
The victim is encouraged to provide the banking details right
away (see region 714 for terms), e.g., to minimize the likeli-
hood the victim will tell a friend or relative about the email
and be discouraged from providing payment information.

FIG. 7B shows an example of a fraudulent message that
would be detected based on analysis by content evaluation
engine 208 of the collection of terms depicted in FIG. 7A. The
terms in message 750 that are present in the collection of
terms of FIG. 7A are underlined. In some embodiments,
which term in an equivalence class is used in a message (e.g.,
“My name is” vs. “I am”™) is not taken into account when
evaluating the message. In other embodiments, different
terms receive different scores. As one example, “huge sum”
might be scored higher (i.e., indicating the message is more
likely to be fraudulent) than “,000.”

FIG. 8 illustrates an example of a process for classitying
communications. In some embodiments, process 800 is per-
formed by platform 200. The process begins at 802 when an
electronic communication is received. As one example, a
communication is received at 802 when web mail service 112
(which includes at least some components of platform 200)
receives a message from Charlie addressed to Alice. As
another example, where at least some of the functionality
performed by platform 200 is incorporated into a mail client
installed on Bob’s laptop 106, the mail client could receive a
communication at 802 when Bob’s mail client contacts cor-
porate mail service 114 to retrieve new mail (e.g., via IMAP).

At 804, the communication is classified using a collection
of'terms. As explained above, in some embodiments the com-
munication might be definitively classified as “good” or
“bad” based on the analysis of the message against the set of
collections of terms 218. In other embodiments, the collec-
tions of terms analysis is one consideration among multiple
considerations (e.g., the additional example considerations
listed above). In various embodiments, the distance between
at least some terms appearing in the message is taken into
account when determining whether the message should be
marked as fraudulent based on the presence in the message of
a collection of terms. As one example, while presence of the
terms, “Nigeria” and “senator” in the same short message
may typically indicate that the message is fraudulent, the
message is likely not fraudulent where the terms are separated
by 5,000 characters.

The classification performed at 804 can be performed
using a variety of techniques. For example, a collection of
terms can be evaluated using a rule-based approach (e.g.,
testing for the presence of words, and/or applying a threshold
number of words whose presence are needed for a match to be
found); using a support vector machine, where the elements
of the support vector corresponds to terms or words; and/or
using general artificial intelligence methods, such as neural
networks, wherein nodes correspond to terms or words, and
wherein the values associated with connectors cause an out-
put corresponding essentially to a rule-based method. In each
of the aforementioned embodiments, a value associated with
the severity of the collection of terms being identified can be
generated and output, where multiple values are generated if
multiple collections of terms have been identified.
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Additional Information Regarding Collections of
Terms

In some embodiments, each term (or its equivalent) must
appear in the message in the order it appears in the collection.
Thus, using the example of FIG. 7A, in some embodiments, if
“transfer” appears before “huge sum” in a message being
analyzed, the message will not be flagged as a scam, because
the ordering in the collection of terms is reversed. In other
embodiments, order of terms does not matter, e.g., so long as
at least one term from each line of the collection shown in
FIG. 7A is present in the message, the message will be clas-
sified as an inheritance scam.

In some embodiments, platform 200 maintains scores
associated with each collection of terms. One such value
indicates, for each type of scam, how successful the associ-
ated term collection is at matching fraudulent emails making
use of that scam. Based on factors such as the concern for
various types of scams, and based on computational limita-
tions, a selection of which term collections are to be used can
made, e.g., where processing is performed on a device with
limited resources, such as phone 104.

A second value associated with each collection of terms
indicates the risk for false positives associated with the term
collection, in the context of a given user. Example ways to
determine the value is by scanning the user’s inbox; by letting
the user identify his or her normal activities; and/or by run-
ning the system for some amount of time; and determining the
value based on classification of uncertain cases by human
reviewers who review messages and classify them. This sec-
ond value can also be used to select collections of terms, e.g.,
to avoid term collections that lead to higher false positive
rates than a particular user find acceptable.

Both values can be configured based on the preferences of
the protected user, and on the service level of the user (e.g.,
where users with higher service levels are given higher com-
putational effort). In some embodiments, a collection of
terms is matched to a portion of an email address, and a
determination is made as to whether the email is from a
domain associated with the terms; if it is not, then the email is
flagged. As one example, an email with terms suggesting that
the email is the confirmation of a financial institution pay-
ment but which is not sent from the financial institution
domain is flagged as scam. In another example, a determina-
tion is made as to whether the message is from a particular
sender, and if it is not, then the message is flagged as scam. In
yet another example, all words are normalized before the
comparison is made. This includes performing a consistent
capitalization, correcting likely spelling mistakes by replac-
ing words with the most likely candidates from a list of related
words, where this list is created to emphasize words com-
monly used by scammers.

The following is another example of detecting a fraudulent
message using a collection of terms. Suppose there are a total
of two terms included in the collection (corresponding to a
fraud in which victims are asked to send money by Western
Union in exchange for abogus Amazon.com payment). In this
example, no equivalence terms are included—just a total of
two distinct terms—(*“Western Union”, “Amazon payment”).
Ifa document contains both of these terms, whether separated
by other words or not, then the document is considered to
match. Suppose the message is, “Here is an Amazon payment
for $100. Please send me $50 with Western Union.” Such a
message would match the collection of terms, as would
“Please send your Western Union payment after you receive
the Amazon payment.” However, a message of, “Here is an
Amazon payment for the Western Digital hard drive I want to
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purchase. Please send it to my home in Union, N.J.,” would
not match since “Western” and “Union” are separated. A
message of, “Here is an AMAZON payment for $100, please
send the money with western union” would match, where
normalization is applied to remove capitalization. In an
embodiment where spelling errors are corrected/normalized,
“Here is an AmazOn payment. Please send money using west-
ern unjon,” would match the collection of terms, since
“AmazOn” once corrected would become “Amazon,” and
“unjon” would be corrected to “union” before the verification
is made.

In some embodiments, a global list of equivalent terms is
maintained (e.g., usable across multiple collections of terms),
such as “USD,” “us$,” and “euro.” While a Euro is not the
same as a USD, the usage of either concept by a scammer is
functionally the same. In some embodiments, as a message is
evaluated (e.g., by content evaluation engine 208), it is first
normalized by capitalization and spelling normalization, then
the system replaces any terms found in the document match-
ing a term in the list of equivalent terms with a representative
term, such as the first term in the equivalence list. After that,
the document is verified to determine if it matches any of the
rules, such as the (“Amazon”, “Western Union”) rule. In some
embodiments, any images included in/attached to/linked to in
the message, are interpreted using OCR techniques, and any
associated texts combined with ASCII text material before the
verification is made.

In some embodiments, each of the non-equivalent terms in
a collection of terms (e.g., “long lost” and “huge sum”) are
associated with one or more pointers, and ordered alphabeti-
cally. The number of pointers associated with each term is the
same as the number of rules for which that term is used. Each
rule is represented as a vector of Boolean values, where the
vector has the same length as the associated rule contains
words. All the binary values are set to false before a message
is parsed. The message is parsed by reviewing word by word,
starting with the first word. If the word being reviewed does
not fully or partially match any of the alphabetically ordered
terms, then the next word is reviewed instead. If a word
matches a term fully, then all Boolean values that are pointed
to by the pointers associated with the term that the word
matches are set to true. If one or more words matches a term
partially by being the first words in the term, then the next
word of the message is being added to the comparison and it
is determined whether the previously partially matching
words now partially of fully match any of the terms that was
previously partially matched. If a full match is achieved, then
the Boolean values associated with the pointers of this term
are set to true. If a partial match is achieved, then the next
word is added, and the process repeated. If a sequence of
words being matched first partially matches and then does not
match, then the system again will consider one word, starting
with the second word of the previous sequence. After the
entire document has been parsed in this manner, the system
determines whether any of the vectors of Boolean values is all
true, and if this is so, then the algorithm outputs that there is
a match; otherwise it outputs that there is no match. A match
means that the message is dangerous. This comparison can
also be made each time a Boolean value is set to true by
determining if the vector in which this Boolean value is an
element is all true, and it so, output “match” and conclude the
processing of the message. In a variant implementation, the
system determines how many of the vectors are set to all-true;
and outputs a counter corresponding to this number. Alterna-
tively, each vector is associated with a weight, and the system
determines the sum of all the weights for which the associated
vectors are all-true. The message is then identified as having
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dangerous content, and the sum determines the extent of the
danger. In one embodiment, the Boolean vectors are not set to
all-false between the scan of two related messages that are
part of a thread and sent to the same person. This provides
detection capabilities in situations where information is dis-
persed over multiple related messages, which causes the
thread of messages to be considered dangerous.

—Obtaining Collections of Terms—

Collections of terms 218, an example of which is depicted
in FIG. 7A, can be included in platform 200 in a variety of
ways. As one example, a human administrator (or contractor
linguist, or other appropriate entity) can manually create a
given collection (and optionally assign it a title, as applicable,
such as “inheritance scam™), which can be stored for use by
platform 200. As another example, messages that are flagged
(e.g., by human reviewers) as being fraudulent, but are not
otherwise flagged by platform 200 can be examined—either
automatically, or in cooperation with humans, such as an
administrator or reviewers, and collections of terms formu-
lated to identify such fraudulent messages in the future.

FIG. 9 illustrates an example of an interface configured to
receive feedback usable to create collections of terms. In the
example shown, an administrator is reviewing feedback pro-
vided by three reviewers about why a particular message is
believed to be fraudulent. Specifically, while interacting with
an interface such as a modified version of interface 5B,
reviewers were asked to indicate which terms they believed
were most important in reaching their determination of bad,
by highlighting the terms prior to clicking “bad” button 576.

The terms selected by each of the three reviewers are indi-
cated to the administrator as three types of boxes—sold boxes
indicate a selection by a first reviewer; dashed boxes indicate
a selection by a second reviewer; and dotted boxes indicate a
selection by a third reviewer. In the example shown in FIG. 9,
the administrator is not authorized to see the full message, so
certain terms (e.g., term 902) are redacted, even for the
administrator. All three reviewers agree that term 904 is pro-
bative of why the message is fraudulent. Other terms have
votes from only two (e.g., 906) or just one (e.g., 908) of the
reviewers. In various embodiments, the administrator can
review the selections made by the reviewers, and act, e.g., as
a fourth reviewer, to pick which terms should be included in
a collection of terms usable to detect the scam represented by
the message. The administrator can also set thresholds (e.g.,
minimum of two votes needed, reviewer reputation score
needed, etc.) for automatically selecting terms, and then
retain the ability to approve or veto the automatic inclusion of
the collection of terms in collection 218. In some embodi-
ments, the flagging of terms in the message is presented to
users as a CAPTCHA.

In some embodiments, automated techniques are used to
generate collections of terms (and/or indicating terms). For
example, suppose the classification of a given message is
“bad.” Platform 200 can be configured to identify terms that
distinguish it from messages of the good message set, using
the TF-IDF (term frequency inverse document frequency)
principle. A limited number of such terms are selected, where
the number is either a system parameter or a function of the
TF-IDF value, and where the terms are selected in order of
decreasing TF-IDF values; while selecting at least a threshold
number of word terms; at least a threshold number of big-
rams; and at least a threshold number of trigrams. These
selected terms are stored, and referred to as temporary terms.
Platform 200 then computes a modified TF-IDF value for the
normalized message and messages of the good message set,
using constellations of the temporary terms, where a constel-
lation is an unordered list of elements selected from the tem-
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porary terms, for different such selections. This identifies
collections of elements from the set of temporary terms that
are particularly rare in good messages. A threshold number of
the resulting terms are kept, selected in order of decreasing
modified TF-IDF value. The threshold is either a parameter
number or a function of the modified TF-IDF number. The
result are rules that identifies the input message as bad, and
the inverse of the modified TF-IDF number is an estimate of
the false positive rate for classification of messages using the
associated rule. These rules are then ordered in terms of
decreasing values of a counter measuring how many mes-
sages in the collection of known bad messages that each such
rule matches. These counters are estimates of how general the
associated rule is. One or more rules are selected from the
rules, where the selection criteria are low false positive rates
and large degree of generality. An example selection picks the
rule that maximizes a measure equaling the generality mea-
sure divided by the false positive rate, i.e., the associated
counter times the associated modified TF-IDF value. The
selected rules are added to the database of rules. This
approach is used to compute new rules to identify bad mes-
sages. In one version of the algorithm, the entire set of known
good messages is used in place of the at least one message that
is part of the input.

As another example, collections of terms can be generated
using artificial intelligence techniques configured to identify
common words in scam messages, but which are not as com-
mon in desirable messages; identify collections of such words
that are frequent in scam messages but which are highly
infrequent in desirable messages; and identify collections of
such terms that are common in scam messages but which are
essentially absent in desirable messages.

—Temporal Considerations—

The disclosed techniques can take into consideration tem-
poral relationships between messages when making an
assessment. For example, platform 200 can be configured to
scan sequences of messages forming a conversation. It may
be that one of the messages in the sequence does not have
sufficient evidence of being abusive, whereas a sequence of
such messages collectively provides sufficient evidence to be
filtered out as being bad. This will cause any future emails of
the same type or in the same sequence to also be considered
bad.

FIG. 10 illustrates an example of such a sequence of mes-
sages. In the first message (1002), a user called “Grandma”
receives a seemingly benign email from someone claiming to
be a long lost friend. It does not mention lotteries. Grandma
responds (1004) that she cannot remember her friend, then
gets a second email (1006) saying that they were in the same
elementary school, and now her friend sells lottery tickets and
has five grandchildren. Grandma responds (1008) that this
sounds like a fun thing to do, and that she has ten grandchil-
dren. Her “long lost friend” then says (1110) that the reason
she contacted Grandma was that she saw her name as one of
the lottery winners, and remembered her name from her
childhood, then decided to find her to tell her about her
winnings How could she not pick up the money, it is nearly a
million dollars, and all she has to do is to pay the processing
fee of $565.

Each email in the exchange, by itself, might be seen as
innocuous, with the potential exception message 1110. By the
time message 1110 is received, however, most existing spam
filters would have whitelisted the scammer, given the number
of emails sent and received from her by Grandma without
incident. In various embodiments, platform 200 examines the
entire sequence of emails (or a moving window of several
emails), concatenating the text together and performing
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analysis on the concatenated text. The concatenated text
would readily match a “Lottery Scam” collection of words,
and the messages would be classified as “bad,” accordingly.

A second example of temporal processing is as follows.
Suppose a user is receiving a sequence of emails over a few
weeks time, where the sequence of emails establishes an
online friendship or relationship, and then asks for money for
some purpose. The initial sequence of emails is purely
intended to establish trust, after which the typical request for
money arrives. A person who has seen such a scam perpe-
trated might recognize its making from the early emails. A
machine learning component (e.g., of content evaluation
engine 208) can identify a sequence of messages as bad when
identifying the request for money, and then identify indica-
tions in the trust-establishing emails that are indicative—
whether by themselves or as a subsequence—of'the request to
come. This way, the machine learning component will con-
stitute an early-warning system in which indications of fraud
are picked up before there are signs that by themselves cor-
respond to an effort to extract money.

Although the foregoing embodiments have been described
in some detail for purposes of clarity of understanding, the
invention is not limited to the details provided. There are
many alternative ways of implementing the invention. The
disclosed embodiments are illustrative and not restrictive.

What is claimed is:

1. A system, comprising:

a processor configured to:

receive an electronic communication;

obtain, from a data store, a first collection of terms,

wherein:

the first collection of terms corresponds to a first attack

strategy;

the first attack strategy is associated with a plurality of

narrative points, wherein the plurality of narrative points
comprises a plurality of equivalence classes;

each narrative point of the first attack strategy is associated

with a corresponding group of terms representative of
the narrative point;

the groups of terms corresponding to the narrative points

collectively comprise the first collection of terms; and
asecond attack strategy that is different from the first attack
strategy is associated with a second collection of terms;
evaluate the received communication to determine whether
the received communication is indicative of the first
attack strategy, wherein the evaluating includes:
for each narrative point of the first attack strategy, deter-
mining whether the received communication includes
the presence of one or more terms matching to the group
of terms corresponding to the narrative point;

determining whether the received communication includes
the presence of terms matching to a threshold number of
narrative points; and

determining whether terms present in the communication

that match to the narrative points of the first attack strat-
egy occur in a particular order; and

classify the received communication based at least in part

on the evaluation; and a memory coupled to the proces-
sor and configured to provide the processor with instruc-
tions.

2. The system of claim 1 wherein the processor is further
configured to perform a language detection on the received
communication.

3. The system of claim 2 wherein the language detection is
performed based at least in part on a detection of the presence
of a set of terms.
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4. The system of claim 1 wherein the processor is further
configured to determine that the received electronic commu-
nication is associated with at least one additional message.

5. The method of claim 4 wherein the processor is further
configured to classify the received communication at least in
part by examining the received communication and the addi-
tional message in the aggregate.

6. The system of claim 1 wherein classifying includes
determining a distance between terms as they appear in the
communication.

7. The system of claim 1 wherein the first collection of
terms is determined in response to an evaluation by a plurality
of workers of a fraudulent communication.

8. The system of claim 1 wherein the first collection of
terms is determined based at least in part on a prior classifi-
cation by a server of a message as fraudulent.

9. The system of claim 1 wherein the first collection of
terms includes, for at least one term in the collection, a set of
equivalent terms.

10. The system of claim 9 wherein the processor is substi-
tute a term in the set of equivalent terms for a term appearing
in the communication.

11. The system of claim 1 wherein a term includes at least
one letter and at least one number.

12. The system of claim 1 wherein the processor is config-
ured to analyze a portion of an email address associated with
the communication and to select a collection of terms for use
in classification based at least in part on the analyzed address.

13. The system of claim 1 wherein the communication is
received from a honeypot.

14. The system of claim 1 wherein the communication is
classified in accordance with a tertiary classification scheme.

15. The system of claim 1 wherein the processor is further
configured to receive, from at least one human reviewer, a
classification of the communication.

16. The system of claim 1 wherein the classifying is per-
formed by using a set of rules.

17. The system of claim 1 wherein the classifying is per-
formed at least in part by using a support vector machine.

18. The system of claim 1 wherein the classifying is per-
formed at least in part by using an artificial intelligence com-
putation.

19. A method of, comprising:

receiving an electronic communication;

obtaining, from a data store, a first collection of terms,

wherein:

the first collection of terms corresponds to a first attack

strategy;

the first attack strategy is associated with a plurality of

narrative points,

wherein the plurality of narrative points comprises a plu-

rality of equivalence classes;

each narrative point of the first attack strategy is associated

with a corresponding group of terms representative of
the narrative point;

the groups of terms corresponding to the narrative points

collectively comprise the first collection of terms; and
a second attack strategy that is different from the first attack
strategy is associated with a second collection of terms;

evaluating, using a processor, the received communication
to determine whether the received communication is
indicative of the first attack strategy, wherein the evalu-
ating includes:

for each narrative point of the first attack strategy, deter-

mining whether the received communication includes
the presence of one or more terms matching to the group
of terms corresponding to the narrative point;
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determining whether the received communication includes
the presence of terms matching to a threshold number of
narrative points; and

determining whether terms present in the communication

that match to the narrative points of the first attack strat-
egy occur in a particular order; and

classifying the received communication based at least in

part on the evaluation.

20. A computer program product embodied in a non-tran-
sitory tangible computer readable storage medium and com-
prising computer instructions for:

receiving an electronic communication;

obtaining, from a data store, a first collection of terms,

wherein:

the first collection of terms corresponds to a first attack

strategy;

the first attack strategy is associated with a plurality of

narrative points,

wherein the plurality of narrative points comprises a plu-

rality of equivalence classes;

each narrative point of the first attack strategy is associated

with a corresponding group of terms representative of
the narrative point;

24

the groups of terms corresponding to the narrative points
collectively comprise the first collection of terms; and

a second attack strategy that is different from the first attack
strategy is associated with a second collection of terms;

evaluating the received communication to determine
whether the received communication is indicative of the
first attack strategy, wherein the evaluating includes:

for each narrative point of the first attack strategy, deter-
mining whether the received communication includes
the presence of one or more terms matching to the group
of terms corresponding to the narrative point;

determining whether the received communication includes
the presence of terms matching to a threshold number of
narrative points; and

determining whether terms present in the communication
that match to the narrative points of the first attack strat-
egy occur in a particular order; and

classifying the received communication based at least in
part on the evaluation.

21. The system of claim 15 wherein the reviewer is asso-

ciated with a reputation.
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